Why did "honor killings" appear in these executive orders? What is accomplished by invoking "honor killings"? And how have "honor killings" been constituted as a problem for U.S. governance? An initial answer to these questions can be gleaned from the social, political, and legal uses of the phrase "honor killings," a term taken to refer to "the killing of a woman by her relatives for violation of a sexual code in the name of restoring family honor. " 9 veracity of this list, saying they knew of others who were detained who were not included. term "honor killing" thus circulates as what Inderpal Grewal calls a "media-ted" concept, which both diagnoses the nature of a crime and its solution as confined to certain communities, following a racial logic.
14 Discursively, '"honor killings' work as a 'comforting phantasm,"' 15 juxtaposing an "assumed gender inequality and oppression of women by Islam" with a "quintessentially American gender-egalitarianism and respect for women's rights." 16 They help create an illusion that only some communities engage in violence against women, since "modern" societies are thought to be sites where such violence only occurs when perpetrated by immigrants.
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On these readings, the use of the phrase "honor killings" in the executive orders can be understood as evincing a professed concern for violence against women, while actually functioning to reinforce a perception of Muslim barbarity and inferiority. The invocation of "honor killings" thus functions as the kind of coded signal called a "dog whistle," purporting to convey one message while in fact communicating another to those wh·o are aware of the speaker's true intent. 18 This cynical deployment of feminist concerns as a proxy for xenophobic exclusion is troubling enough.
But what may be even more disturbing is that the notion that "honor killings" are a problem in the United States has been constructed through false and misleading claims about data. As To some critics of the travel ban, the mention of 'honor killings' sounds like a dog whistle. 'It's based on a stereotypical view of Muslims and what their position is toward women,' said Grace Meng, a senior U.S. researcher with Human Rights Watch .... The administration strongly denies the new order ... targets any particular religious group .... 'Nothing in this executive order has anything to do with any particular faith, so any story stating or suggesting otherwise would be completely wrong,' said Michael Short, a White House press aide. 'This administration strongly believes that gender-based violence in all of its forms has no place in this country. ' explained further below, the idea that there are "23 -27 honor killings" occurring annually in the United States was circulated by former Attorney General Jeff Sessions when he was a Senator, and is expressed in the report produced by the Departments of Justice and Homeland Security in response to the transparency and data collection mandate of E0-2. A concerted campaign led by the AHA Foundation, which worked vigorously to generate concern among academic and political circuits about "honor killings" as a phenomenon, produced this figure, which is both invalid and misreported. 19 In what follows, I first briefly explain the legal backdrop of E0-1, E0-2 and E0-3. I then focus on the role of "honor killings" in E0-1 and E0-2, as well as in legal strategy, and judicial decisions. Next, I examine how "honor killings" functioned in the context of Trump's speeches, which constitute a kind of "legislative history" of the executive orders. I then sketch a genealogy of how "honor killings" became a focus of U.S. governance, to explain how this as an issue managed to appear in these key public articulations of the Trump administration, as concretized through an annual rate of death that is in fact imagined.
While we do not know who specifically inserted the "honor killing" provisions into the executive orders, White House advisors Stephen Miller and Steve Bannon were described as primarily involved in EO-l's development. 20 Regardless of who authored E0-1 and E0-2, the idea that Muslim women are particularly oppressed now appears in U.S. discourse as a kind of common sense. 21 The project of "saving women" is knitted into Islamophobia in the United States, with the literal barring of Muslim bodies from entering the United States in the name of purportedly protecting Muslim women from violence. 19 I. LEGAL BACKGROUND EO-1 sought to suspend the entry of immigrants and nonimmigrants ( temporary visitors) from seven countries-Iran, Iraq, Libya, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, and Yemen -for a period of ninety days. Syrian refugees were to be indefinitely barred from the United States, while refugee admissions in general were to be suspended for 120 days. Once refugee admissions were to be resumed, refugees from "minority religions" were to be given priority, which Trump announced on the Christian Broadcasting Network was intended to assist persecuted Christians. 22 Critics quickly labeled EO-1 a Muslim ban, as the manifestation of Trump's campaign promise to create such.
After several lawsuits challenging the constitutionality of EO-1 were filed, leading to multiple provisions of EO-1 being barred from implementation, the Trump administration issued EO-2. 23 While EO-2 deleted several of EO-l's provisions in an attempt to immunize the administration from legal challenge, including the language prioritizing refugee claimants from "minority religions," as well as the indefinite bar preventing entry by Syrian refugees, critics quickly labeled EO-2 "Muslim Ban 2.0," signifying that it continued EO-l's project of seeking to bar Muslims from entering the United States.
24 EO-2 was attacked in the courts as violating both the U.S. Constitution and the federal Immigration and Nationality Act, culminating in a brief and unsigned decision issued on June 26, 2017, by the Supreme Court. 25 This decision both promised to review the rulings by lower courts once the Supreme Court's October 2017 term commenced, and also allowed the ban to be implemented against those without a "bona fide relationship" to a person or entity in the United States.
On September 24, 2017, the Trump administration once again attempted to rewrite its ban in order to withstand legal 22. See Katie Reilly, President Trump Says He Will Prioritize Persecuted Christians in Refugee Policy, TIME (Jan. 27, 2017), http://time.com/4652367/donald-trump-refugeepolicy-christians/.
23. Exec. Order No. 13,780, supra note 6. 24. EO-2 also removed Iraq from the list of seven countries due to concern about the impact on U.S. military operations, and also no longer denied entry to lawful permanent residents, travelers who already had a visa, and dual-nationals with citizenship in a country that is not banned.
25. Trump v. lnt'l Refugee Assistance Project, 137 S. Ct. 2080 (2017).
challenges. 26 This appeared in the form of a Presidential Proclamation ("EO-3"). Critics called this Proclamation "Muslim Ban 3.0," as it indefinitely suspended the entry of particular groups of individuals from several countries-continuing the ban on Iran, Libya, Somalia, Syria, and Yemen, while also newly adding Chad, North Korea, and Venezuela to the list. 27 This action led the Supreme Court to strike the challenges to EO-2 from the docket. Challenges to EO-3 were immediately filed, leading to district court judges in Hawai'i and Maryland partially blocking EO-3's enforcement bars on Iran, Libya, Somalia, Syria, Yemen, and Chad. 28 On December 4, 2017, those injunctions were lifted by the Supreme Court, and EO-3 has been in effect since that time. On June 26, 2018 the Supreme Court upheld EO-3. In a 5-to-4 vote, a majority of the justices held that Trump's statutory authority to suspend the entry of aliens into the United States had been lawfully exercised, without violating either the Immigration and Nationality Act or the Establishment Clause of the Constitution. 29 In a vehement dissent, Justice Sonia Sotomayor highlighted the history lost in translation as litigation jumped 26 . In addition, on October 24, 2017, the administration issued an additional executive order, "Presidential Executive Order on Resuming the United States Refugee Admissions Program with Enhanced Vetting Capabilities" as the 120-day suspension on admission of refugees ended, mandating that an unnamed eleven countries would newly be subject to "enhanced vetting." "Presidential Executive Order on Resuming the United States Refugee Admissions Program with Enhanced Vetting Capabilities," Exec. Order No. 13,815, 82 Fed. Reg. 50,055 (Oct. 24, 2017). While the administration refused to disclose which countries were targeted, reporters were able to discern that the countries were Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Libya, Mali, North Korea, Somalia, South Sudan, Sudan, Syria, and Yemen, all of which (with the exception of North Korea and South Sudan) arc predominantly Muslim, and which represent the national origin of 43 percent of refugees admitted in the previous fiscal year. Krishnadev Let us now turn to the specific text of the Executive Orders. "Honor killings" first appear in the "Purpose" section of EO-1. After stating that the visa-issuance process plays a "crucial role in detecting individuals with terrorist ties and stopping them from entering the United States," invoking the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, and "numerous foreign-born individuals" who were "convicted or implicated in terrorism-related crimes" since that date, and asserting that " [ d] eteriorating conditions in certain countries ... increase the likelihood that terrorists will use any means possible to enter the United States," the EO-1 goes on to state:
In order to protect Americans, the United States must ensure that those admitted to this country do not bear hostile attitudes toward it and its founding principles. The United States cannot, and should not, admit those who do not support the Constitution, or those who would place violent ideologies over American law. In addition, the United States should not admit those who engage in acts of bigotry or hatred (including "honor" killings, other forms of violence against women, or the persecution of those who practice religions different from their own) or those who would oppress Americans of any race, gender, or sexual orientation.
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Let us pause here to make some observations. First, we should note the prominence of what the government labels '"honor' killings" in EO-1. The Purpose section of an executive order, like the preamble or purpose section of an act of legislation, is used to help the reader discern the intent behind an order or 30. Id. at 2435 (Sotomayor, J., dissenting). 31. Exec. Order No. 13,769, supra note 1, at § 1. legislative act. Here, the Purpose section of E0-1 is comprised of only three paragraphs: the first singling out the government's issuing of visas as linked to the detection and exclusion of terrorists; the second raising the specter of September 11, 2011, and the possibility of "foreign-born nationals" who seek to harm Americans being admitted as visitors, students, employees, or refugees; and the third asserting that some persons who would enter the United States as "foreign nationals" bear animus towards the nation, its Constitution, or its founding principles.
The reference to those with "hostile attitudes," who "would place violent ideologies over American law," appears intended to evoke, first, the concept of what Trump has repeatedly called "Islamic terror" and, second, the image of a growing group of individuals supplanting American law with Sharia law; both evocations suggest that Muslim individuals are dangerous to the American republic. 32 Immediately folded into this vision is the statement that the U.S. should exclude those who engage in "acts of bigotry or hatred," with two parenthetical iterations of such acts provided: violence against women and the persecution of those who practice religions different from their own. "'Honor' killings" -which appears immediately after "acts of bigotry or hatred" -is ostensibly provided as an example of violence against women, yet the term precedes the general category of violence against women, suggesting a greater emphasis on the example than on the general category. What is signaled here, then, is that the generic concern is not so much "violence against women" as it is "honor killings" -a point borne out with Trump's attacks on women and their rights, both personally and through his administration. 33 We should also note the coupling of "'honor' killings" and the "persecution of those who practice religions different from their own." Recall that E0-1 provided a preference for refugee admissions for those refugees who were members of minority religions, which was explicitly intended to benefit Christian refugees fleeing persecution. As such, the "persecution of those who practice religions different from their own" should be understood to invoke the vision of Muslim persecution of Christians; its placement in E0-1 in proximity to '"honor' killings," side by side, helps cement the understanding of which "foreign nationals" are to be banned from the United States.
Next, note that E0-1 follows the statement that the United States should not admit those who engage in "acts of bigotry or hatred" with the assertion that the U.S. should also not admit "those who would oppress Americans of any race, gender, or sexual orientation." This may seem a curious addition to E0-1, particularly given the administration's stance on issues of racial, gender, or LGBTQ equality. 37 But the inclusion of this phrasing should be understood to reflect and reiterate a potent narrative that positions Muslim immigrants as direct threats to U.S. sexual freedom and gender equality. In addition to the "common sense" that women must be saved from Islam, gay rights discourses have been incorporated in U.S. and Western imperial projects through what Jasbir Puar has articulated as "homonationalism." 38 The suggestion in EO-1, made through the proximity of the text of "'honor' killing" to "violence against women," and "persecution of those with religions different from their own," is that Muslims are the oppressors who would harm Americans on the basis of race, gender, or sexual orientation. Thus, EO-1 informs its readers that Muslim immigrants are to be banned not only for their terroristic threat; they are also to be banned because they are dangerous to purported Western liberal values. This idea, one also propagated in Europe by politicians such as Pim Fortuyn and Geert Wilders and nationalist political parties, was already circulated during the campaign by Trump, as discussed below.
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While the surface of the text of EO-l's Purpose section suggests the administration is concerned about gendered violence, discrimination, and inequality, we can understand the rationale of these passages as reinforcing the presumption that Muslims must be kept out of the United States, as particularly engaged in these forms of abhorrent behavior.
2. "PROTECTING THE NATION": TRANSPARENCY AND DATA
COLLECTION
As noted above, "honor killings" also appear in the section of EO-1 titled "Transparency and Data Collection." This section mandates the Secretary of Homeland Security, in consultation with the Attorney General, to "collect and make publicly available within 180 days, and every 180 days thereafter" information regarding particular acts in order to "be more transparent with the American people, and to more effectively (i) information regarding the number of foreign nationals in the United States who have been charged with terrorismrelated offenses while in the United States; convicted of terrorism-related offenses while in the United States; or removed from the United States based on terrorism-related activity, affiliation, or material support to a terrorism-related organization, or any other national security reasons since the date of this order or the last reporting period, whichever is later;
(ii) information regarding the number of foreign nationals in the United States who have been radicalized after entry into the United States and engaged in terrorism-related acts, or who have provided material support to terrorism-related organizations in countries that pose a threat to the United States, since the date of this order or the last reporting period, whichever is later; and (iii) information regarding the number and types of acts of gender-based violence against women, including honor killings, in the United States by foreign nationals, since the date of this order or the last reporting period, whichever is later; and (iv) any other information relevant to public safety and security as determined by the Secretary of Homeland Security and the Attorney General, including information on the immifration status of foreign nationals charged with major offenses.
1
The language from the "Purpose" section in E0-1 was replaced in E0-2 with a more sober and detailed accounting of why nationals from the six designated countries present "heightened risks" to the security of the United States. Yet the data gathering requirement about "honor killings" remains in section 11 of E0-2, mandating "information regarding the number and types of acts of gender-based violence against women, including so-called 'honor killings,' in the United States by foreign nationals" to be collected and made publicly available.
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In considering the transition from E0-1 to E0-2, we could note the slippage in punctuation and choice of language, from "'honor' killings" in E0-1 's Purpose section, to "honor killings" in EO-l's reporting section, to "so-called 'honor killings"' in E0-2's reporting section. This inconsistency betrays an uncertainty about how to label "honor killings" as a phenomenon, which arguably exposes an underlying uncertainty about whether these are, in fact, a phenomenon.
Why did "honor killings" disappear from the Purpose section of E0-2 but remain as a mandated category for data collection? To understand this shift requires parsing how the purpose of E0-1 and E0-2 became perceived as potentially unconstitutional, while the transparency and data collection section received less scrutiny.
A panel of the Ninth Circuit had noted that there were serious allegations raised that E0-1 violated the Establishment and Equal Protection Clauses because it was intended to disfavor Muslims. 43 In response, the administration stripped E0-2 of any explicit reference to religion, and devoted a lengthy paragraph to explicitly denying that religious animus motivated E0-1. , supra note 6, at § l(b)(iv) ("Executive Order 13769 did not provide a basis for discriminating for or against members of any particular religion. While that order allowed for prioritization of refugee claims from members of persecuted religious minority groups, that priority applied to refugees from every nation, including those in which Islam is a minority religion, and it applied to minority sects within a religion. That order was not motivated by animus toward any religion, but was instead intended to protect the ability of religious minorities-whoever they arc and wherever they reside-to avail themselves of the USRAP in light of their particular challenges and circumstances." nationals of six majority Muslim countries. In addition to analyzing the constitutional claims concerning religious discrimination that the plaintiffs claimed infected E0-2, Judge Chuang focused on provisions of the immigration statute that forbid nationality discrimination in the issuance of immigrant visas, and concluded that the plaintiffs' challenge to the ninetyday ban was likely to succeed on both grounds. There was no mention by Judge Chuang of the reporting mandate.
With the administration challenging both district court decisions, litigation continued. Numerous amicus briefs were filed in both the Ninth and Fourth Circuits, most on behalf of the parties challenging the ban. Forty-eight amicus briefs were filed in the Hawai'i case. Of these, six pointed to E0-2's requirement of reporting and data collection about "honor killings." Seven of the forty-eight amicus briefs filed in !RAP v. Trump pointed to the provision. All of these amicus briefs singled out the provision as another source of evidence as to the constitutionally impermissible motive underlying the executive orders.
By far the most developed argument about the appearance of this provision is found in amicus briefs filed in both courts on behalf of Muslim Rights, Professional and Public Health Organizations, which rely upon a declaration filed by the anthropologist Lila Abu-Lughod. As articulated in the amicus brief filed in the Ninth Circuit, the "invocation of private violence against women in the context of national security policy" may seem, " [ a ]t first blush ... puzzling and out of place. " 46 Yet it in fact constitutes "evidence of the invidious stereotypes about Muslims that underpin the Muslim ban policy."
47 Quoting AbuLughod, the brief states "the term 'honor killing,' or 'honor crime,' has become a means of signaling a class of violence purportedly linked to Islam and committed by Muslim men," and is therefore "a way of stigmatizing and demeaning Islam as a faith and Muslim men as a group as uncivilized and dangerous." 48 The brief goes on to quote Abu-Lughod: "Neither Islamic law nor its religious authorities, however, uniformly or consistently condone honor crimes ... the term 'honor crime' is commonly invoked by 46 49 The brief concludes this discussion by asserting that the term in both Executive Orders, which are "instruments that are purportedly about national security rather than domestic violence," is "evidence of the invidious stereotypes about Muslims that underpin the Muslim ban policy." 50 The Ninth Circuit decision, which largely upheld the district court's order, did so on statutory grounds, finding that E0-2 both had run afoul of anti-discriminatory provisions in the immigration statute and that the President had exceeded his authority, stating "immigration, even for the President, is not a one-person show." The decision made no mention of the "honor killings" provision, a corollary of the court's decision not to base its ruling on any constitutional grounds that would have required discerning the question of religious discrimination and Trump's intent. In contrast, the Fourth Circuit gave the "honor killings" provision some attention. First, in a footnote, the court pointed to the provision as a basis on which to rebut the administration's claim that the Order was "facially neutral," calling it "yet another marker" that "its national security purpose is secondary to its religious purpose":
Plaintiffs suggest that E0-2 is not facially neutral, because by directing the Secretary of Homeland Security to collect data on "honor killings" committed in the United States by foreign nationals, E0-2 incorporates "a stereotype about Muslims that the President had invoked in the months preceding the Order." Appellees' Br. 5, 7; see J.A. 598 (reproducing Trump's remarks in a September 2016 speech in Arizona in which he stated that applicants from countries like Iraq and Afghanistan would be "asked their views about honor killings," because "a majority of residents [in those countries] say that the barbaric practice of honor killings against women are often or sometimes justified"). Numerous amici explain that invoking the specter of "honor killings" is a well-worn tactic for stigmatizing and demeaning Islam and painting the religion, and its men, as violent and barbaric (citations omitted). The Amici Constitutional Law Scholars go so far as to call the reference to honor killings "anti-Islamic dog-whistling." Brief for Constitutional Law Scholars 19 n.3. We find this text in E0-2 to be yet another marker that its national security purpose is secondary to its religious purpose.
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In addition, in a concurring opinion, Judge Stephanie Thacker wrote that "the record in this case amply demonstrates the primary purpose of E0-2 was to ban Muslims from entering the United States in violation of the Establishment Clause." She stated:
Last, but by no means least, E0-2 identifies and discriminates against Muslims on its face. It The data collection and reporting requirement as to "honor killings" which remained in E0-2, would thus have been important in helping the Supreme Court discern whether that provision violated the Constitution, had E0-2 ever reached the Court. As put by Gerald Neuman, the "tangential footnote" was possibly "the most important passage" in the Fourth Circuit decision. 54 The data collection and reporting requirement "has no conceivable relation to the alleged national security purpose of the travel ban, and it continues to reveal the true underlying purpose of both orders," as "facial evidence of illegitimate purpose. " 55 We can also understand the data collection and reporting requirement as part of a generalized approach by the Trump administration. Two days before issuing E0-1, Trump had issued another Executive Order, "Enhancing Public Safety in the Interior of the United States," which mostly received media attention because of its prov1s10ns threatening so-called "sanctuary jurisdictions."
56 As with E0-1 and E0-2, there is a "Transparency" section, which mandates the following: There is also a requirement that so-called "sanctuary jurisdictions," which engage in various forms of non-collaboration with ICE, be penalized through the following publicity:
To better inform the public regarding the public safety threats associated with sanctuary jurisdictions, the Secretary shall ... make public a comprehensive list of criminal actions committed by aliens and any jurisdiction that ignored or otherwise failed to honor any detainers with respect to such aliens. 57 And the Order also announces the creation of "VOICE," a new office for victims of "immigrant crime": groups and incite bigotry." 59 Pointing to and discussing an array of examples, such as the association of Jews with criminality in Nazi Germany, the use of criminal association to exclude Italian immigrants and Chinese immigrants from the U.S., the portrayal of immigrants as sexual threats to U.S. citizens, and the stereotyping of African American men as rapists, the brief asserts:
Historical studies have shown that crime reporting that disproportionately focuses on members of a social or political minority has routinely been used as a tool of mass stigmatization and criminalization, anchoring disparate human outcomes including nation-based exclusion from the United States. In some instances, the association of a particular community with criminality, and the reinforcement of that association in the public mind through official government action and rhetoric, have led to widespread state and vigilante violence against members of the identified group.
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Recall the importance of "immigrant crime" to the Republican National Convention, which featured a parade of family members whose loved ones had been killed or injured by undocumented immigrants. In a speech on July 28, 2017, to law enforcement personnel on Long Island, describing members of MS-13, a gang which originated in Los Angeles in the 1980s, Trump alleged they have "transformed peaceful parks and beautiful, quiet neighborhoods into blood-stained killing fields. They're animals." 61 Recall as well his campaign invocation of Mexicans as "rapists" and "criminals." And Trump has continued to govern through invoking the specter of immigrant crime, most recently through an ad he tweeted suggesting refugees in migrant caravans posed a criminal threat-an ad pulled off multiple television networks because of its racism. Although foreign-born residents are less likely to commit crimes than native-born citizens, the depiction of "foreign nationals" as dangerously criminal has functioned as a key element of Trump's campaign and governance strategies, which mobilize support through fear. We can now return to the question of why "honor killings" disappeared from the Purpose section of EO-2 but remained in the Transparency and Data Collection section. In fact, an answer is proffered in the one amicus brief, filed with the Supreme Court when E0-2 was still pending there, that focuses entirely on the invocation of "honor killings." 63 The Brief of Social Science Scholars, signed by Lila Abu-Lughod, John Bowen, lnderpal Grewal, Charles Kurzman, Sherene Razack, and Joan Scott, argues that the reference to "honor killings" is a "veiled reference intended ·to invoke association with a particular religious minority. It is what is colloquially known as a 'dog whistle."' 64 The brief describes cases where violence by men is retroactively classified as "honor killings" without regard to the evidence of actual motives. 65 As the brief notes, "the term 'honor killing' is a way of misleadingly categorizing violence against women as a Muslim problem."
66 Forcefully arguing how we understand the retention of the term in EO-2, it states:
But the term was not included in the text by accident-and certainly not preserved from EO-1 and carried into EO-2 by chance. The only plausible rationale for invoking "honor killings" in the text of both Executive Orders was to trigger a negative association with Muslims. In particular the use of the term in the text of both EO-1 and E0-2 invokes the very same negative stereotypes about Muslims that permeated the rhetoric surrounding the Orders' promulgation. Hence, there is a direct link between EO-2's text and the surrounding evidence of animus that the government wishes to obscure. (2011), and the case of a woman murdered by her husband in Buffalo just after she obtained a restraining order against him, which was quickly labelled an "honor killing." Brief for Social Science Scholars, supra note 64, at 11.
66. Brief for Social Science Scholars, supra note 64, at 13. 67. Id. at 16-17.
III. TRUMP'S SPEECHES
Just as the litigation against the Muslim ban traced the prehistory of the Executive Orders through examining Trump's campaign statements in order to determine whether the Orders constituted constitutionally impermissible religious discrimination, 68 we can examine Trump's articulations during his campaign connecting "Muslims," "honor killings," violence against women, and acts of violence against members of LGBTQ communities, to better understand what lies behind the surface of the words of EO-1, EO-2, and EO-3. There are three relevant speeches to examine.
On June 13, 2016, after the Orlando massacre, when 49 persons were killed in a gay nightclub by Omar Mateen, Trump delivered a speech in New Hampshire, stating:
Our nation stands together in solidarity with the members of Orlando's LGBT community .... A radical Islamic terrorist targeted the nightclub not only because he wanted to kill Americans, but in order to execute gay and lesbian citizens because of their sexual orientation. It is a strike at the heart and soul of who we are as a nation. It is an assault on the ability of free people to live their lives, love who they want and express their identity.
Radical Islam is anti-woman, anti-gay and anti-American. The bottom line is that the only reason the killer was in America in the first place was because we allowed his family to come here. We have a dysfunctional immigration system which does not permit us to know who we let into our country, and it does not permit us to protect our citizens .....
We cannot continue to allow thousands upon thousands of people to pour into our country, many of whom have the same thought process as this savage killer.
Hillary Clinton said "Muslims are peaceful and tolerant people, and have nothing whatsoever to do with terrorism" .... Hillary Clinton can never claim to be a friend of the gay community as long as she continues to support immigration policies that bring Islamic extremists to our country who suppress women, gays, and anyone who doesn't share their views.
Ask yourself, who is really the friend of women and the LGBT community, Donald Trump with his actions, or Hillary Clinton with her words? Clinton wants to allow Radical Islamic terrorists to pour into our country-they enslave women and murder gays. " 69 Trump's speech facilitates an opposition between the Muslim immigrant, sexual freedom, and gender equality through a number of tactics. First is the conflation of individual terrorists with Muslims in general, and the transmutation of a homegrown problem into a foreign threat. Omar Mateen, a U.S. born citizen, stands in for "thousands upon thousands" of "[r]adical Islamic terrorists" who have been "pouring into our country." Second, the identity markers of race, religion, and immigration status disappear for victims of terrorist attacks, even while they become hypervisible for the perpetrator. The Latinx victims of the Pulse massacre appear in Donald Trump's speech as "gay and lesbian citizens" and as "gay and lesbian" victims of radical Islamic terror.
Several of the victims in the Pulse massacre were undocumented-reporting indicates one Salvadoran man and one Mexican man were injured, and one Mexican man, his identity not revealed because of the potential consequences to his family, was murdered. 70 In Trump's invective, they are not worthy of mention as Latinx, or as immigrants, but instead, as "gay and lesbian citizens" who register as presumptively white. 71 As Maya Mikdashi writes, "US political discourse on the war on terror has starkly divided the world into victims (Europeans and Americans) and perpetrators (Muslims and Arabs). " 72 The victims of the Pulse massacre are thus mourned as Americans, or mourned as gay and lesbian victims of Islamic terrorism. What violence they may have faced as Latinx, as Puerto Rican, as Mexican, as Salvadoran, is not worthy of mention.
The patriotism demanded by the war on terror makes raceother than the race of the Muslim terrorist-disappear. Queerness is folded into what Jasbir Puar and Amit Rai called the project of docile patriotism. 73 They describe how after 9/11 the United States was depicted as a feminist and gay safe haveneven while the American state, after being "castrated and penetrated," promised to violently emasculate others. Witness, for example, the reports of the poster of Osama Bin Laden circulating after 9/11 in New York of Bin Laden being sodomized by the Empire State Building titled "The Empire Strikes Back" -or the U.S. navy bomb aboard the USS Enterprise with "Hijack this, fags" scrawled upon it. 74 Despite the erasure of terrorist victims' racial or ethnic markers, race and immigration status become hypervisible for perpetrators of terrorist attacks. Indeed, the hyper-racialization of the killer matches the deracination of the victims. 75 This hyperracialization is also meant to signal sexual deviation. As Puar and Rai write, the construct of the terrorist relies on the idea of the monster, who has always been a sexual deviant and who has a kind of failed heterosexuality. This is evident in the whirlwind of media focus on Omar Mateen's supposed queer desires. The idea is of pent-up sexual desires repressed by Islam, so that the cultural backwardness of immigrant and nonwhite families leads their children to psychological compulsion.
76 As Sima Shaksari writes, one is supposed to "Come out, get married and be normal!"; the repression of homophobic cultures of color is what supposedly leads to violence. 77 Normal is white gay visibility. Omar Mateen's homophobia, transphobia, misogyny, and racism are all attributed to Islam, an Islam which in turn engenders perverse subjects. Mateen was not understood to perform a homophobic and misogynistic American masculinity enabled by everyday militarism, attributable, not to his parent's birthplace or religion, but to a North American culture of violence and toxic masculinity.
78 Omar Mateen worked for nine yearsdespite being outed by coworkers as racist, homophobic, sexist and possibly violent-for the world's largest private security firm, G4S, which is the world's third largest private employer; it runs several Israeli checkpoints and prisons as well as many U.S. prisons. Thus, we might understand Mateen as a hypermasculine and homophobic male in a culture that prizes masculinity in a Trumpian world of beauty contests, women as fat slobs, and penis size.
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In a subsequent speech, on "fighting terrorism" on August 15, 2016, Trump explicitly used the term "honor killings," suggesting that terrorism and "honor killings" shared the same "breeding ground," stating:
Just as we won the Cold War, in part, by exposing the evils of communism and the virtues of free markets, so too must we take on the ideology of Radical Islam. 79. See Shaksari, supra note 76 ("Perhaps it was not Matccn's 'closeted gayness,' but his performance of a homophobic and misogynistic American masculinity enabled by everyday militarism, and constructed vis-a-vis the 'failed masculinity' of the Muslim other, that led to this massacre").
out against the oppression of women, gays and people of different faith.
Our Administration will be a friend to all moderate Muslim reformers in the Middle East, and will amplify their voices.
This includes speaking out against the horrible practice of honor killings, where women are murdered by their relatives for dressing, marrying or acting in a way that violates fundamentalist teachings .... Shockingly, this is a practice that has reached our own shores.
One such case involves an Iraqi immigrant who was sentenced to 34 years in jail for running over his own daughter claiming she had become "too Westernized." To defeat Islamic terrorism, we must also speak out forcefully against a hateful ideology that provides the breeding ground for violence and terrorism to grow.
157
The case Trump is describing here is the 2009 murder of Noor Almaleki in Arizona; what he fails to note is that the jury found her father guilty of second-degree murder, meaning it did not find the act either premeditated or an "honor killing."
81 Instead, what we find in this speech is, as with his speech following the Pulse massacre, a linking of repression of women, gays, and "people of different faith" by "Radical Islam," articulated as a problem not just in the "Middle East" but as reaching "our own shores."
Lastly, Trump gave a speech on August 31, 2016, in Phoenix on immigration, where he outlined several reforms he hoped to implement. They included the following:
Another reform involves new screening tests for all applicants that include, and this is so important, especially if you get the right people. And we will get the right people. An ideological certification to make sure that those we are admitting to our country share our values and love our people.
(APPLAUSE) Thank you. We're very proud of our country. Aren't we? Really? With all it's going through, we're very proud of our country. For instance, in the last five years, we've admitted nearly 100,000 immigrants from Iraq and Afghanistan. And these two countries according to Pew Research, a majority of That's what they say. They're justified. Right? And we're admitting them to our country. Applicants will be asked their views about honor killings, about respect for women and gays and minorities. Attitudes on radical Islam, which our president refuses to say and many other topics as part of this vetting procedure. And if we have the right people doing it, believe me, very, very few will slip through the cracks. Hopefully, none.
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In addition to the visible use of gender and sexual equality as a proxy for xenophobia and Islamophobia, we also see in these speeches the crime victim as what Jonathon Simon has called the "idealized political subject" whose only request of the state is punishment. 83 It is as the victim of crime that the LGBTQ immigrant murdered in the Pulse Nightclub or the Muslim woman subject to an "honor killing" may be folded into a national object of concern-when alive, they face exclusion from the borders of the United States; through their death, they are incorporated into citizenship. Sessions: Well if they're illiterate in their home country they're not likely to be a police officer the next week in the United States, are they? And with regard to honor killings, you have evidence that 27 people were killed in the United States for honor killings according to a DOJ report.
Henshaw: I have no evidence that there were any honor killings among the refugee population resettled in the U.S., sir.
Sessions: Well, it's from the same cultural background I would say.84
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What is this report, referred to by Sessions, source of the claim that there were "27 honor killings last year in the United States"? There are multiple assertions, in addition to that of Jeff Sessions, that this was a study conducted by the Department of Justice. Typically reporting states that this DOJ report found that there are 23-27 victims of "honor killings" annually in the United States. 85 In fact, there is no such data. The report Sessions referred to was not produced by the Department of Justice, but was commissioned by the Department of Justice and conducted by the research firm Westat, which carries out research for U.S. government agencies as well as other sectors. 86 The 23-27 "honor killings" per year is not a figure produced by Westat, but rather emerged from an unpublished study mentioned in the Westat report, as first reported by Jesse Sin gal in New York Magazine. 87 And the purported statistic of 23-27 "honor killings" per year is not based on any actual cases in the United States.
The story of the birth and continued life of this "data" is a story of the mobilization of a "broad array of technologies of governance," 88 thanks to the traction of this issue. It is also attributable to the efforts of former Dutch MP and Hoover Institute and American Enterprise Institute fellow Ayaan Hirsi Ali and the organization she founded, the AHA Foundation, which describes itself as "the leading organization working to end honor violence that shames, hurts or kills thousands of women and girls in the US each year, and puts millions more at risk." 89 Hirsi Ali is a well-known critic of Islam. 90 In February 2012, the AHA Foundation provided draft language and a letter of support to Republican Representative Frank Wolf of Virginia for an Appropriations Bill that would mandate the U.S. government to begin tracking "honor violence" and to determine if extant federal data collection mechanisms could be used to estimate the prevalence of such violence in the United States. This mandate was issued by Congress in 2014. 91 The AHA Foundation reports that it was "frequently consulted during the drafting" of the report commissioned from Westat for the Bureau of Justice Statistics, and that AHA Foundation staff "provided significant background information about honor violence and our programs," and "shared our studies on honor killing and forced marriage carried out by the John Jay College of Criminal Justice."
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The Westat report begins by noting that there is no reliable summary data available for the U.S. regarding the prevalence of "honor violence," and that such cases appear to be rare compared to other types of crime in the United States. 93 The report attempts to study four types of "honor violence": forced marriage, "honorbased domestic violence," "honor killing," and "female genital mutilation." 94 The report then notes the frequently quoted estimate of 5,000 "honor killings worldwide" -a statistic that is repeatedly cited but 93. Hclba et al, supra note 86, at 1-1. 94. Id. "Honor violence" is explained in the report as rooted in cultures "that use honor to justify violent behavior" and arc listed as including "Mediterranean societies such as Greece, Italy and Spain; Middle East and Arab culture; Latin and South American cultures with Iberian roots, and the American South." Id. at 1-2. The report contrasts "honor violence" to "domestic violence" as having "a conspiratorial and less impulsive quality, evidenced by the systematic surveillance of the victim, involvement of one or more family members, and in some instances, the family engagement of bounty hunters or assassins .... Perpetrators have a sense of honor rather than one of wrongdoing .... " Id. at 1-3. never explained 95 -and mentions the 23-27 figure from an unpublished study.
96 Acknowledging that there is little strong empirical research, and that information is "not always of rigorous scientific origin," the researchers outline their methodology! they reviewed research literature, reviewed materials directed at law enforcement created by the AHA Foundation, reviewed websites focusing on "honor violence," watched three movies about "honor violence," including (the heavily criticized) "Honor Diaries," tried to interview U.S. law enforcement, who either did not respond or said they had no cases to discuss or were not familiar with the topic, and then interviewed, with the help of the AHA Foundation, individuals in the Netherlands and the U.K., as well as the detectives who worked on the Noor Almaleki case.
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The report authors also spoke with five academic researchers, held several conversations with a representative of the AHA Foundation, and reviewed existing victimization surveys. Finally, the authors also reviewed online sources about cases that either occurred in the U.S., were planned in the U.S., and/or were somehow connected to people or events in the U.S., searching the web for "keywords such as 'honor violence,' 'honor killings,' 'honor crime,' 'forced marriage,' and 'female genital mutilation."' Searching over a 24-year period, from 1990-2014, the authors found fourteen "honor killings,'' one suspected "honor killing," one threatened "honor killing," and two cases of "honor violence." The study notes that this "does not appear to be consistent with the estimate" of 23-27 killings per year in the unpublished study 98 - the rate of "honor killing" would instead be fewer than one per year in the United States.
Examining the particulars of the eighteen cases that are identified in the Westat study, several involve sexual abuse and histories of family violence, histories of domestic violence, and cases of what might seem "routine" domestic violence murders were it not for the "cultural" background of the parties involved and the invocation by the media of "honor." We know that 95 . For a criticism of the "5,000 honor killings per year, worldwide" figure, "honor killings" are often post hoc generalizations. 99 The most prominently publicized cases of the eighteen cases-that of Tina Isa, and the case of Sarah and Amina Said-feature complex webs of causal factors that are erased by the invocation of "honor killing," as I have previously argued. 100 We turn now to the unpublished study responsible for the assertion of "23-27" "honor killings" per year in the United States. Titled "A Comparative Approach to Estimating the Annual Number of Honor Killings in the United States Among People from North African, Middle Eastern, and Southeast (sic) Asian (MENASA) Countries," and with nine authors led by Ric Curtis of John Jay College, the study acknowledges support from the AHA Foundation.
Honour Violence. This number includes "cases that the others do not: manslaughter cases, suicides and men." 109 To develop a "per capita" "killing rate," the researchers took the number of "MENASA" people in each country, divided by the number of annual "honor killing" cases in each country, and then calculated the rate per 100,000 people ( called below the "per capita rate."). Germany, with nine "honor killings" per year, has a .22 "per capita rate"; the U.K., with twelve, has a .26 "per capita rate," and Holland, with 13, has a 2.06 "per capita rate."
To estimate the annual rate of "honor killings" in the United States, Curtis et al. take the "per capita rate" for these three countries and adjust the rate downwards for the Netherlands, which has the highest rate, and adjust the rate upwards for missing cases in the U.K. and Germany, in an attempt to reach parity among these three countries (Figure 1 ).
With Fewer
With The authors subtract eight deaths from the Dutch total and add three to the Germany and U .K. figures in order to try to align the numbers (as shown in Figure 1 ), or subtract seven deaths from the Dutch total and add four to the Germany and U.K. figures. This yields two alternatives for an "EU killing rate": a ".467 EU Honor killing rate" (Figure 2) or a" .533 EU Honor killing rate," (Figure 3) 
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The authors admit in the study that estimating "the annual number of honor killings in the U.S. by proxy is far from ideal."
In an interview with reporter Jesse Singal, Ric Curtis described their study's methodology thus: "It's not terribly scientific."
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That the Curtis et al. report, with this methodology, has transmuted into the widespread perception that the U.S. government has documented an average of 23-27 "honor killings" per year in the country is deeply disturbing.
Would this kind of unsubstantiated claim work in any other realm? Of course, data has its own magic, carrying with it the notions of objectivity, science, and truth.Yet there is also a willing belief in the prevalence of "honor killings" among Muslims that aligns with longstanding narratives of the dangerous Muslim man and imperiled Muslim woman. 112 The relationship of stereotype, threat, evidence, and consequence seem reminiscent of nothing so much as the forced relocation of Japanese American citizens and noncitizens into concentration camps, based not upon real dangers but, quoting Justice Murphy dissenting in Korematsu, on "an accumulation of [ ... ] misinformation, half-truths and insinuations" directed against Japanese Americans.
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V. CONCLUSION
In January, 2018, the reporting requirements of Section 11 of EO-2 materialized in the form of an "Initial Section 11 Report" issued jointly by the Department of Justice and the Department of Homeland Security.11
4 In responding to EO-2's requirement to present data "regarding the number and types of acts of genderbased violence against women, including so-called 'honor killings,' in the United States by foreign nationals," the report states:
There is no federal statute specifically prohibiting "honor killings" and the federal government lacks comprehensive data regarding incidents of such offenses at the state and local levels. Although the federal government lacks independent data regarding incidents of honor killings, a study commissioned and provided to the DOJ's Bureau of Justice Statistics in 2014 estimated that an average of 23-27 honor killings occur every year in the United States.11 5
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In other words, the perception of "23-27 honor killings" per year in the United States lives on, now bolstered through its rearticulation in the Executive Order's official DOJ and DHS Report.
Broader attention must be paid to how "honor killings" in the United States have been constructed as a problem for U.S. governance. Rhetoric and the illusion of data work together in fueling a phantasm that links "foreign terrorist entry" with "honor killings." The specter of violence against women has played an important role in the Trump administration's executive orders seeking to bar Muslims from entry, and continues to rationalize the notion that the nation must be protected through their exclusion. Yet this submerged story has been largely overlooked.
Perhaps this is because the "common sense" beliefs that link Muslim immigrants with security threat, the subjugation of women, and attacks on sexual liberty are so pervasive today as to be unremarkable. But very specific ideas about gender are integral to anti-Muslim animus and deserve a central place in our scrutiny. The Trump administration has used "honor killings" in order to reinforce the necessity of Muslim exclusion outside of U.S. borders, in the process, naturalizing Islamophobia as immigration policy of the United States.
